Bidder Name;

C-em g;: e ’I’\‘C Q

2009 Iowa Plan RFP Bid Evaluation Scoring Tool

TECHNICAL COMPONENT
7A.2 Programmatic Overview ---- 60%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.
Does it exceed? Y/@

1[’7A‘2.2 Enrollees 65 and Older

@

[Meets With Distinction}f@) Meets Partially Meets

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Fails to Meet

7A2.2

1. Did the bidder describe the experience it has in treating individuals aged 65 and

older?

Did the bidder identify other states in which coverage has been provided?
If s0, do the referenced examples demonstrate experience that will benefit
efforts to serve lowans 65 and older?

Did the bidder identily challenges and identify strategies for surmounting
any identified challenges? Did the examples demoenstrate a thorough
understanding of the population and how to serve it?

If there any recommended additions to the provider network as part of the
proposal intended to better serve those aged 6 5 and older, do they appear
appropriate and likely to be effective?

Is there a proposed transition plan to ensure the continuity of care while
enrolling the population into the Iowa Plan, including a communication
plan? Is the communication plan sufficiently detailed and does it
demonstrate an approach that is apprepriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: Cen o e

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

‘[7*’*-2-_5'&} Coordination and Integration of Services @ [Meets With Distinction) Meets  Partially Meets Fails to Meet
{Sections 4.1, 44, 4B, and 5A of the RFP) :
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1. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for gach of the five types of Eligible Persons and Enrollees?
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2.  Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective?

3. Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among

other things: P “ 3
: en-1p§1asize hongring Eligible Pejrs'ons’ choice of service provider, - 5 § Glbeallt pmdns - b wionk
promote the philosophy that Eligible Persons should be able to remain in theit

homes and communrities, and { R - . A,U{ n sotl 1
+  demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving @ ERLEN "‘5"3}“) fem\Joe Bectson Yo ko fuled dob e btn ol
the enrollees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery? o Ak ) ey ety TR BT gl T
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4. Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respect to - bl g"*:'ﬂ\ o #\mb e sdrn ¥ ,xii,VF{v/-}l) 3 g 74/% l)~, é
coordination and integration of services and how it will be applied in Iowa? s the
experience relevant and likely to be beneficial to lowa?
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Bidder Name:
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‘\[7A.2.4 Rehabilitation, Recovery, and Strength-Based Approach to Services
{Sections 4.A.2 and 4.B.2 of the RFP) @

Sub-Sectioh Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction @ Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder's proposal include a detailed explanation of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

2. Does the bidder's proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

3. Does the bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting change during the

confract period? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder

intends to take during the contract period to affect change?

4. TDoes the response specifically identify the bidder’s approach with respect to:
»  Contractor interactions with Eligibie Persons?
»  service system planning and design?
» provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services?

5. Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely o be effective?
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Bidder Name: C I3 i\&}\m

7A.2.5 Person-Centered Care (Section 7A.2.5 of the RFP) - '

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

It @eets With .Distincfibnm Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.5.2)

1. Does the bidder’s response describe the philosophy of how to best involve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?

2. Duoes the description include:
»  how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Person and, as appropriate,
family members, participate in treatment planning?
»  descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other contracts?

3. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

4. Do the cited examples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will
benefit lowa?
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7A.2.5.b)

1. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to the implementation of strategies to involve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?




Bidder Name: (a ULéﬁ n )‘\30

7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services
{Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP) {7

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1[7A.2.6.a)

1. Is the bidder's proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to
understand what it intends to do?

2. Is the bidder's proposed strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?
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V7A.2.6.5)

1. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination?

2. Was the bidder's methodology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid?

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?
4. Does the bidder's proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?

5. Did the bidder provide a plan for addressing the gaps, with an implementation
timeline?

6. Did the bidder address the following areas in its plan in a comprehensive and
informed fashior:
»  Level I Sub-acute Facility services delivery?
* 24 hour mental health stabilization services?
»  Substance abuse peer support/recovery coaching?

7. Are the plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and iikely to
be effective to enable the bidder to make all required mental health services available
to the majority of Iowa Plan enrollees by the end of the second contract year?
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Bidder Name: Ca 200

7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services O
’Z’ .

(Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

V7A.26.0)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health services and
supports will be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and
utilizing appropriately skilled staff?

2. Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be implemented to guide the
authorization of integrated services and supports? If so, do the parameters appear to
be appropriate?

5. Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past experience providing
integrated mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples
demonstrate working knowledge that will benefit Iowa?
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»  If yes, is there a complete explanation of these services?
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Bidder Name:
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7A.2.7 Organization of Utilization Management Staff {Section 5A.1 of the RFP)@

Sub-8ection Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.7.3)

1. Did the bidder describe its organization of the Utilization Management Staff,

including:

s number of staff?

+  credentials and expertise?

»  the rativnale for the mix of expertise?

o roles of different types of staff?

¢ methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local delivery
systems?

+  methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of
the delivery system?

gt T

2. Is the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate?

3. Is it clear that the staff will be knowledgeable of the services available in each region?

4,  Are the roles proposed by the bidder for each of the different types of Utilization
Management staff appropriate?

5. Are there roles or types of staff which should have been included but were not?

6. Is the proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service delivery
systems appropriate and likely to be effective?

7. s the proposed approach to ensure continuity for Eligible Persons making frequent
use of the delivery system appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7A.2.7.5)

1. Did the bidder’s other clients for which it has organized UM staff to maximize
coordination with local service systems confirm the effectiveness of the bidder’s
performance?
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7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFD)

0,

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
s

Meets With Distinction eets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.a)

1.

Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mental health services
appear to be appropriate?
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2. 1If the b_idder atte?checi guidelines for the applicr:}tim‘l of ASAM (:ritel"ia, do thfe . bl —wnd) L Alpen - M1/
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of /Y
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate?
7A.2.8.6) "y
g o e ke il e " ;ﬁ ! f
1. Did the bidder describe how UM Guidelines would generaily be applied to authorize ‘['09 - fr p IL‘“ by et (50 v [;' e Ar h )) !u"’/'
or retrospectively review services?
. N é
. ; ko e AT .
2. Did the bidder address how it would both manage the appropriateness of treatment - 1 AvcKen 0 o 5 ":})‘ 9 i) ol A J 7 Mrs RN
duration and also manage potentially high volumes of service requests? vlvann of Py
3. Does the approach to outpatient service authorization address management of 1oy woay /f*'{')‘"‘“f‘) - iabien WA )T pronde + eridit s fu '?;:
appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective? SR P LY O D FTWE W LS Fe fefe Nig v Jreap o] Jurk fan
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1. Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the guidelines for at least some of Bl A ‘.MM{ Spen g1 Sy PPN / g [«\Np.,.} oty of
f D

the following services and populations:

i. substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women?

it. substance abuse services provided to Enrollees in PMiCs?

iii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enroliee children in state mental
heaith institutes?

iv. Eligible Persons with concurrent need for both mental health and substance
abuse treatment?
v. Assertive Community Treatment (ACT)? .

»  Ifso, does the bidder appear to have a thorough understanding of what
special issues might arise and of how to address them? Were there any
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?
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Bidder Name:
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7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.53 of the RFI)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.8.d .
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1. Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would gon g\l)[\f}ql L fhf; Ry }’L wif " 6 AR
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2. Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won't require prior },W 1")
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1. Did the bidder describe how it would self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and . o AL mh m\ ot o b £ Pt

administrative efficiency of UM authorization processes? PR AN g dAAL SIS p
2. Does the bidder's proposal 1o self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and hpt

(Lo /
administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and 14
meaningful measurement of performance? 7‘ [a A }74 "/"j Ao frren b wheed,
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3. Did the bidder describe circumstances under which it might waive prospective -+ fh -

review requirements for certain providers?
4. Does the bidder's description of circumstances under which prospective utifization Lo by S tr 1 b .

review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reasoned approach
to balancing appropriate utilization management with limiting administrative
requirements of providers?
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Bidder Name:

QV-‘ f)‘L“\ ;;-é\}

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
TAZ8.5) @
1. Did the bidder describe how it would operationalize the state’s concepts of 2 Yo, by FAm — - 22+ udo ,Lm?.)' Acro b Agre 3‘?})’*—7
"psychosocial necessity” and “service need”? /

Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical
necessity’ under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ?

Does the bidder’s approach for operationalizing the state’s concept of “psychosocial
necessity” in the authorization process for Qiental health servicégatign with the

state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the RFF?

Did the bidder’s distinction between “medical necessity” and the concepts of
“psychosoctal necessity” and “service need convey a good understanding of how the
approaches differ?
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7A.2.8.)

1

Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for the
administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the
authorization and reimbursement for services that do not fall within the contractor’s
UM guidelines)?

Does the process the bidder proposes for implementing the administrative
authorization of services appear to be appropriate?

Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would aliow
for authorization for services provided during ali the months of enrellment even if
Medicaid eligibility is determined after the initiation of services?

Does it appear that this process reats providers fairly and will be effective?

o
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Bidder Name:

Gn{j,a’%to

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

+ Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

<Y

7A.2.8.h)

1

1. Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to

certain fowa Plan Enrollees, and the relationship of those activities to Targeted Case

Management?

2. Does the bidder’s process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear

{ A7

T /d)ﬁwk@ﬂcf.-fm /J/{HJ.M — i d R

Juob o (SP) o T
rﬂfl(,g\(,//o—\l/n# 7 7

Qﬂ’“luu%% (oo J\“L‘y 2 o~
W;. O A P Inpins {(M/ Csﬂ/j‘( -
jcm w\.?’f\j;{/‘m\{/(. f

appropriate and likely to be effective? 11
3. Is the bidder’s proposed relationship of Intensive Clinical Management and Targeted -Tim ol "f'“’“{“” Fhons Ry ’A‘t s po s
Case Management appropriate and likely to be effective? Tl ,;;m-;) wins [ el fs ¢+ Gok [r; @y s =G _
N cithos b gk prongedls ;PN
7A.2.8.1) MR ~loca 7 f e b >,
) T Lan by
: T VN . A , Fal
1. Did the bidder describe how it would provide 24 hour crisis management? - ”bh) Al /L ﬁ’ o ﬂ‘j} .

2. Is the bidder’s proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management
reflective of the current state of that service in lowa, appropriate, and likely to be
effective?

3. Did the bidder provide examples of how that service has been provided in other
states?

4. Do the bidder’s examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of _
benefit to lowa?

Yol oMy ;W\J} W?ﬁﬁ/ﬁ“ Lerg
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Bidder Name:

(E»m&m A0

Sub-5Section Score (circle one):

7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning
(Sections 1.9, 4B.2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP) (é Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.9.3) \ - ‘
. ) e .

1. Did the bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would Mt / Y ﬂ/fﬁ/yﬁg £ M / F Caded Gong *. Mk oo
make available to Eligible Persons, including: _ cap I e o
*  how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with expertise in coprt /7 ! ' .

providing menta} health and substance abuse services to children? o L. / o 05 ‘}eﬁm v 7 15:/\/. )‘\ (o4
*  how the 24-hour crisis and referral service would interface with the emergency . .
S _ M{vﬁ - m-cr/\t@l My o+
crisis service system? ¢ sf £n
- T b kg

2. Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes C o M‘}) &5 / 4 ?ﬂ’“fﬁ{/ 7' ek —

appropriately trained staff? _ ey
[1'”‘}/‘1- ,{/G“’\ }%)’AWQ& "A i /W/ZV( -

3. Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide \ & f fm ya b Covtn F

sufficient access to clinicians with child mental health and substance abuse expertise? Vg r ﬂ, ' T LA P Kl 2
n/g,\\w — Q/J N ﬁ/ﬁ/\m‘j — g Ly #

2. Does the bidder's response depict a process that would ensure that the 24-hour crisis oW % s
and referral service appropriately and effectively interfaces with the emergency crisis Jor B b g /WL’-»/JJ af Frenl of
service system?

¥ — ‘ "Gx{f?f*ﬂ}{/ﬂﬁfdﬁlwq //'/th'~/4 7L, C/)\,J
Rb-7t 14

V7a.2.9.0) c_{ww& e ‘\’7//”(""*‘7 A ,gﬁ/\;/q byhalk: )

daer o et

1. Did the bidder describe a process for identifying those Eligible Persons who have ,W'}V' v it achs - /1(/ el (r/~wf/'f*} /""" foes 7LQ : f? i /A
demonstrated the need for a high level of services or who are at risk of high i ;;w P }‘ / Ak (‘,,,.,,AMJX“)
utilization of services? @ ’“’“"/LY tapod 1 T e Ht % ‘

/‘?'4‘4""‘ c'7/ chel, QA ,

2. Does the bidder’s process for identifying those Eligible Persons appear to capture ali Jowttoas: ‘"g,‘“”“% Hem aat g Futnl! Ao }) Pyetpt 7.

of those in need of individual service coordination and treatment planning in a g —_— 2T
: . . 2
timely and efficient manner? —] ﬂéﬂn 3 LN/‘;/N'MB 'QQ”V7 Am}’% D ot fd

3. Did the bidder describe how it would initiate ongeing treatment planning and Flocmti Th ¢ 'P’”" I "m’/ } pe jmff = L SV
coorci%nation wi_th. the Towa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for e heenb Aasd ¢
planning the Eligible Person’s treatment? /

Fan N‘rﬁﬁ/{\a\f} cllcbino ﬁfmmﬁ, ¢ C’)/“\) F f‘ a sy Jo

4. Does the bidder's process for initiating ongoing treatment planning and coordination

appear to be appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7
Bidder Name: (ﬁxﬁ”‘fﬁ L }\C v .

1f7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning
(Sections 1.9, 4B2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Pastially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.9.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction
with officers of the courts to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with
substance abuse criterfa and therefore is reimbursable through the lowa Plan?

2. Does the bidder’s proposed program appear appropriate and likely to succeed?

il 6l T Fodte Garl famany of Juljfe ) Guein T vt

i £ e PN T ' %

R S N Y ST s A0 i
woed g iy e ’W“"“”!'/Y"" Py K s
v /] o me find 7“‘“}“‘) = owdsl

A b

V7a29.49

1. Did the bidder describe a process for actively promoting and ensuring coordination
by Towa Plan network providers with Enrollees” primary care physicians?

2. Is the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and
likely to be effective?

3. Did the bidder describe how it would assess network provider compliance with the
care coordination requirements?

4. Is the proposed process for ensuring compliance, inclusive of any measurement and
reporting activities, appropriate and likely to be effective?

5. Did the bidder provide results of monitoring efforts conducted for other clients to
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively?

6. Do the bidder's examples of monitoring efforts document an effective process?

7. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network
providers and primary care physicians?
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Bidder Name:

C«Q”“;?\m }\C\’O

1['7A.2.10 Children in Transition {Section 5A.6.1 of the RFP)

S

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.10.a)

1.

Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience
transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital
and PMIC-like entities?

Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge
placement from such settings?

Does the bidder's described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that
would be of benefit to Jowa?
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Bidder Name:

) 3
(Qmﬁw% L

7A.2.11 Appeal Process (Section 5B.2 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.11.a)

1. Did the bidder describe a process and provide an accompanying flowchart for the
review of Enrollee appeals?

2. Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each
review phase, up to notification?

3. s the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.2 of

the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested?

100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. All non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of
the receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt
of the appeal?

provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements
cutlined in 58.2.11 of the RFT?
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Bidder Name: C«QV"UA\Q A

7A.2.12 Grievance and Complaint Process (Sections 5B.1, 5B.3 and 5B .4 of the RFP) - . .

@)

Sub-Section Score (circle one);

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.12.2)

1. Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Enrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complaints?

2. Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 58.3 of
the RFP, including the foliowing and other requirements:

+  Enrollees or their designees may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in writing; complaints from DFH-eligible participants
regarding treatment programs will be directed to DPH?

*  provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a the grievance?

+ rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review?

»  95% of all complaints and grievances shall be resolved within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 1060% shall be resclved within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation?
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Bidder Name:

C’(f/’tf C’IJ\EO

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFF)

Sub-Section Score (circle onel:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate
and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of lowa Plan Eligible
Persons?

Comnd Ao gy ccmnsds & Clg bl oo o (g fuusd
’Ebl)._ (5 - A= D.@.m?-}j“ A—;M% j}-\»«llj\é + }49@/}7 i
,‘!f/h}ﬁ'ﬁ? "‘Wﬁtﬁc"“-’:" INTIIINIVN qgﬂcarmli ﬂ /Y;,,vﬁ,{, /\rn G

T pbbsed o =2 T avem 4 f\yﬂm-»‘@g ol okt sl

2. Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access _ P
appear appropriate and likely to be effective? 3 A 1-wu§ 7 et ' /{ lf\lj'/ﬂ 3 %/
. v -
. S YAy Y RIYE g
3. Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity within the g."“‘uw\i W Fneck V} C)("s /l o B CO M‘.,.,( gt il
Bidder's network, and steps it would take to increase capacity? A Vl/v«n/\ [ o ef b [\,& ”2@ T et Fud
4. Are the identified potential issues reflective of the current lowa service system? ]1 ) 3 T-wam ﬂ«//} p) "f”*"""ﬂ"‘f’m 9—
5. Arethe proposed steps to increase capacity appropriate and likely to be effective? TK-H‘T ﬂwu} Lorted }"V‘L’W 7L i i P /(,/(
foronhfis pm e = boon T T ‘
6. Did the bidder provide examples from current contracts of how it has ensured AL e’
network adequacy in states with a shortage of psychiatrists or other specific R N S Y bh / fehens /
behavioral health professionals? v o 0
eEhevy 10 /M”-j I3, A -
i . 3 -~
7. Do the bidder’s examples from other states demonstrate experience and knowledge L) ane lys5 ~7, CJ/) e
that would be of benefit to lowa? f}mi‘, @1 (/Lw j&an . lq’) 4 lﬁ -7
7A.2.13.b) n Jf‘mr\m@} vtdnyg o Jaltfm PR B Os k" J"f FL-/;H)
1. Didthe §3Iic‘1der. descr‘ibe proposed strategies to bring services to underserved Ao ¥ Botrty § [ HED o e pen / ct /\ﬁ“,_s\d Jw7l ~
communities, including, but not limited to, for: .
el J,a{dw»l?‘“‘ . )%
+  the use of telehealth and distance treatment options? s f'vf 4_\()\) ' b ,,} »fﬁ&f\ﬂ& 14 %,\\ /1? i
+  provision of child psychiatric consultation services to primary care clinicians? ¢ - h M
- rghalp ¥ Faneds B9 & T apeny g bunr ot
2. Do the bidder’s proposed strategies to bring services to underserved communities S
appear likely to resuit in improved access? ‘ ;. )
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A213.0)

1.

Did the bidder describe its experience under other contracts to ensure delivery of
services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
found to be inadequate?

A4 Pk Gl frprrm - Trye e o ny vy T o They

N | Lv\?'}"l L8Nty

posthn bl JehhsrTin foye .

(s I\ura}d prvibe s pert Aot R Gt nents - ¢ Ine
)u./-)' 6']L }}’"5‘{ V):U r_h ’J’“W‘}“ 'L{/b‘u &’{' LV? e

- h—vh: N o

2. Did the bidder’s description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for oty defles 59 7!,,‘) M)AM N (et ? b gr J}Z%/ e

underserved communities in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists datiiai wa Ol — il B BANC S e .

demonstrate effectiveness? b R(@M e PSR Lo /’@’3‘/’?3 ,4,\%{// _ ogene fm y, .
3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s AE —n M-> b anmpli ekl e f2

past performance with respect to addressing initial network inadequacy for 7 v T PR lin - ,6 -

underserved communities? W l] Vo @i A N f‘j/)
'\[7A.2.13.d) Mﬁ g Aa‘y} o+ VCE-’}&-\--M Bﬂ) wev Y a.v/ ﬂi‘ym-'?'}wc,

@utnt. Jov®

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral At Wl B Conke ;W % Rubsty bl Peef it Tw,,\) Py o

health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of: il

Rt fha )

¢ psychiairic rehabilifation services? L L WAT Jafint ¢ .

+  mental health self-help and peer support groups? ~pe ’[ r '}’U/ (\f}}f h/{;i o

s peer education services? TLL- Eadhtide C ! h i

elaydm: rv’-“'} h T e g e in 12

2. Does the hidder's description document its experience and success promoting the [ste ' . L /;;_ 29

development of these three services and making them available to enrollees? Pt LL‘?‘ ; N e p ?, pec A1 by f‘m)n) {ubAt

' /
, C T A e lele <

3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s vl d A 9 I~ U

past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing
psychiatric rehabilitation services, mentat health self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.'13.Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle onej:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.¢)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience with contracts that include SAPT Block Grant
funding?

2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be
of benefit to Towa?

3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder's
past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an

gt BT Bldie 6 fonds bl 3 AL1H dm;ﬂé}
(uxy_m'} ¥y, §' fv en, §& bendo o prits 4 ,U,,;j M%? )
Al e ;QwLy I g,‘“;fm\ S~ PE L - T %b’“cf{o Am"trws )
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AL AR 71 nwndy o 1 }«5 r?%g._'b ; ;:\jmf,lgﬂw;, b
j,:r\—r,LT\'n’\ ,)xw\)\r P f)‘u-fl"(-‘\& . mmﬂﬁ nu/7"~) S prat Ly ol

ne-

" s
SAPT Block Grant? vy CATD H’—r,el,*’\m ‘)‘ t(\p){?,{ ‘ e o
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7A.2..13.f) T / i PRI R sy - i I

1. Did the bidder describe its experience contracting with networks of comparable or
greater size than those of the Iowa Plan within the timeframe afforded by this
procurement?

2. Does the bidder's description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be
of benefit to Towa?

3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder's
past performance with respect to timely network contracting?
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Bidder Name:

C‘Qiﬂyn 4 %\tﬂ

7A.2.14 Network Management {Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

&

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.)

1.

10.

Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
network providers of ali covered service, including the Bidder's proposed
methodology for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement?

[oes the content of provider profile reports for providers of child inpatient mental
health services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers
of Level Il substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical
elements of the performance of each of those providers?

Do the reports contain indicators for performance which address clinical quality,
access, utilization management, inkage with primary care physicians, and enrollee
satisfaction, at a minimum?

Are the sample report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider
performance one would expect to see in the report?

Is the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder frequent enough to ensure
that all provider and service types will be profiled and will receive reports at least
quarterly?

Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider
following the distribution of each profile report?

Does the bidder’s proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective?

Does the bidder’s proposed approach include interactive communication between
bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared?

Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress on its
implementation of strategies to attain improvement goals?

Did the bidder adequately describe its process for identifying areas of improvement
with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provider
performance falls below acceptable or benchmark levels?
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Bidder Name: (i’/v},; v }\ Gi o

7A.,2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinclion Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

11.

12.

13.

14,

16.

7A.2,14.a) (continued)

Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provider performance
on improvement goals, including face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified
bidder staff? Does it appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to
improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate
continued excelience or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share “best practice” methods or programs with providers of
similar programs in its network?

Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate
continued unacceptable performance or performance that does not improve over
time?

. Does the proposed use of rewards and penalties appear appropriate and meaningful

for network providers?

Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by
other network providers?
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Bidder Nafne:

7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.0)

1. Did the bidder provide a description of how network management activities
performed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C.5?

Eh- ,ﬂ,,-(,'-})} . M".‘ /fa; 5 IMM'T%} 7 o)
f]w%jﬁ — Lt % Fre ”) % e S s
f»mMM /!AW";’y N /jv (‘a.wl\/—rj]w;m/‘ /357 ﬂ/;’")l;; égﬁf
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2. Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated P& ,ﬁ;«t I & a3 ) /{ Y o
comparable network management activities for state clients? 'a:\ /\o-/ﬁ N e )71;716 will — &% s { // SO ) )
b
7A.2.14.0)

1. Did the bidder provide copies of provider profiles empioyed for two clients?
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2. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’s experience and capacity to generate the type " ,,.\u Je bl A / A .
of provider profiles required by this RFP? s
T - O i iy a g A eedd 2 fAAC
3. Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from :[J_/ 71"“ f #, /H / 7 "~y %
the provider profiles? Gs ? » D>
4. s the bidder's demonstration of improvement resuiting from the use of provider PIT { /-\( Wé&)fz/ Jlw~ /'é( ,}, / ¥ a9 s / b B
profiles credible and significant? ‘ / . )
{)”W‘té- - }""“7/ R/fr;} 7 {/;u/c(/ 3 /éi_ & /’f/fé
7A.2.14.d)

1. The bidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ISMART data submitted by
the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

2.

Is the proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name:

C@m fo heg

1[7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program @
{Section 5D RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.a)

1. Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organization-
wide initiatives to improve the health status of covered populations?

2. Does the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of
populations?

@

Did the bidder provide quantified, statistically significant evidence of improved:

mental health quality ~ process measures

substance abuse quality - process measures

mental health quality ~ functional or clinical cutcome measures
substance abuse quality - functional oz clinical oulcome measures
mental health quality -~ consumer-reported outcome measures
substance abuse quality - consumer-reported outcome measures

4. Did the bidder's references confirm the bidder’s effectiveness generating statistically
significant improvement in population health status?
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7A.2.15.b)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing instruments in publiciy funded
managed care programs that assess changes in functional status and/or recovery?

2. Did the bidder's description specify tools, populations, sample sizes, findings, and
how the bidder acted upon it findings?

3. Does the bidder’s demonstrated experience indicate its capacity to implement such
instruments in lowa, and to make good use of the findings?
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Bidder Name:

'\[7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program
(Section 5D RFP}

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.¢)

1. Does the bidder describe an array of different methods by which consumers and
family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality
Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible techniques that the
bidder might have cited include:

¢ adding consumers and family members to bidder-sponsored quality
improvement teams;

»  using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the identification and
design of possible improvement projects, and

e using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/or
feedback.

2. Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role
bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvemment program based on
the bidder’s response?
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7A.2.15.d)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would use pharmacy data to improve quality,
including to:

« identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines for
schizophrenia and major depression, and

e identify those Enrollees whose utilization of controlled substances warrants
intervention either because of multiple prescribers, excessive quantities or
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Enrollee.

2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of
pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name:

1[7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program
(Section 5D RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.)

1. Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality
improvement in public managed behavioral health programs like the lowa Plan?

2. Does the bidder’s description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement
indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral health programs?

joy

Are the opportunities consistent with what the Evaluator might identify as high
priority opportunities?

4. Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improved
function and well being for enrollees?

5. Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in lowa?

H.  Are the proposed approaches appropriate and likely o be effective?
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7A.2.15.5)

1. Did the bidder describe experience adapting policy or procedures based on input
from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups?

2. Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable
beneficial impact on its members?

3. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate

input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact

on members?
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Bidder Name:

‘\[7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

: Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
(Section 5D RFP)
, ' ~ ; : g
7A.2.15.8) ety it hnded oy E AT hj} o C%’g} e,
1. Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct retrospective e bt Ay = Qs RN 0 Ao AR el W%VJ’SJ

monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
5.0.1.27
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2. Does the description include: (ot dede J gmn - , )
»  The source of the evalualion tool with which the bidder would assess the s e 4 CAAT (oo, 114 4 C"/;C/ Zise .
appropriateness of clinical services delivered? ! , s AP
e What actions the bidder would propose to take with a provider who it has B - pIA PAC-TR L Char? At I Rl / A 4]”"/75
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines ;
appropriately, both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding? 2ol Joms 7lcmm. { ﬁ_g,y‘{mw\ A «4“(«‘/;‘“&‘! J
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1. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder developed for a Jeetpirs Ao p A
publicly funded client?
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assurance and performance improvement?
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Bidder Name: (J/w}w %\A(\)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

7A.2.16 Prevention and Early Intervention (Section 4A.4.2 of the RFP)
@ Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and A M A Thadts i frdn o Fomodowike C8po A 7)%, A WW

utilization of prevention and early intervention services? '
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2. Is the strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?
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5. Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes
improvements in access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

6. Do the bidder’'s references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented IIE L M;(.Uj - A Jrap Ao — e NG (?
strategies to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention J ' bortd // N
services and that this work has had a measurable impact on members? Ajjﬁ"’ pued ; vt (gt ”b , J““lﬁ" It ﬁ i€ /r_[_,,_“ﬂ. R
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Bidder Name:

Pl
(‘@/ Ay }\ G
!

7A.2.17 Management Information System (Section 6.4 of the RFFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.17.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the lowa Plan?

Bechid &y Cochoe Gyn (54 = [F5070 Fodjypn T
5507 jT;?A}«Z«‘DMr é/—ffnlﬁg ﬁm/m/m//w“_)_ﬁziw
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2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to gather 5>
required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on hardware Ao , AR e %K _ ce S Sl
capabilities? o Jd Aot B (o~ f E;
¢ [
3. Does the bidder's response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the RFF? vk Rt
7A.2.17.b) -
il /Jyz‘o ‘ﬁ,{)‘ Ly hj
1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow ; : h - .
Ving Jy ~ A 7 4 Fadd j‘ 3 "’7‘""3
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Enrollee’s / J “/ / st o /LM } it/ J
Medicaid eligibility and fowa Plan enrollment effective date were determined subsequent - L " J — A /e, .
to the Eligible Person’s month of application? - fe‘f“ El clevemy M Ate ey
& fimllr'wa L)
2. Do the bidder's proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered,
required and optional services provided to enroflees whose eligibility and lowa Plan
enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application
appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
7A.2.17.c) , . . _
E C(;!f\/\?,';/ﬁvmt e f;/( va»,\ﬁ '}; s ﬂ/?j}..f/( 0%1//)/ i
1. Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of Uy o §
reimbursement when: fr /’} / A % ohit < A LL L ‘{/"" Ao -
5 T g™ ¢ /W\ I
i.  services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose e b\/‘" y@ ﬁ% 4 el } lr? na A
Medicaid eligibiiity terminated and the person then, during the same treatment \
episode, became a IDFPH participant/ 3 7[ cf G Ap i ﬂq # 7. /,/ A % S e — et (o —
ii. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving ‘ )
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee/ e CY\? /71 mecdd fhg. Tlai @ f,f’”/ A J 7[3
2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to provide 1 C { e , e "y Le mn/(\

a management information system that meets the business needs of other publicly funded
programs that are comparable to the lowa Plan?
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Bidder Name:

(i hs oy

7A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the RFP)

(2)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.18.a)

1.

Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1)
2)
3)

an Insolvency Protection Account that must contain at ail times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;
a Surplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and a half times the Contractor’s
average monthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least
three months’ operating expenses.

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capilal required?

Do the bidder’s proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

Does the bidder’s source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?

Vool (ks T ﬁﬂ/yﬁgﬂ
)lﬁu}/e Peeds B jmsr’w&x) P At rch v j"y’jﬂfi’v{
159,/ <y MW oo s> oltyn s

G vk G

@ Crmmi Boan P A5 oA Cyr

29




Bidder Name:

(:%}rr /)\Gu\

7A.2.18 Financial Reguirements (Section 6.6 of the RFT’)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.18.b)

1.

Dis the bidder demonstrate that its organization is financially sound?

W)y, et 20 A oA (e /’W/‘” /,.wn)ﬁ? I ST WA

ww&’;;;;.y?.'-/-i o/ O’\I;jzln(_ by, Loin LS 4,1,,/(?7/5 w
Can it 3 {b{/r/‘é";/ %JM\)S :/5/;\»4'0& Jﬂ}\} —

7. Do the bidder's financial statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims? . 7{ £
&) L elpach T a LAl PRI
i -
3. If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and / i“/' 0 I'{@; "" 7) s m/r* h 7
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be successful? g i i L
Y P Y 4 he de( @474,}% J ¢ {ea ;4 !
4. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certitied audited ¥ - y
financial statements of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two years of G- -)“Nk- {.9T L = ot % N {’R/ U A
financial statements for the bidder's parent company, if applicable? ) )@ | e s (L 7 - ;
5. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3) years of independently certified audited ¥ EA e edapd £k o
financial statements of its organization as well as the most recent two years of financial N - . o eded
staternents for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable? - weikey Cn~ b Hum ST TSY mo
6. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant M V‘}//Ef’v\”ﬁ y (-} Jt A iy
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regarding
financial stability, legal liability or corporate interests?
7A.2.18.c) o i ;719 A / 2 Hs vy v —
1. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had on (i~ LPas Jo 1
the Bidder's financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any implications for / A E&t W 7[}%’“ /L? ' G/ &
the Bidder's ability to meet the requirements of this RFF? - /3
G/(/} - /fwu J{\/ f'“’l m c/(m/n ~ /)'v‘“%/*’“;f
2. Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in jecpardy the

bidder's ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?
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Bidder Narﬁe:

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.2.19 Claims Payment by the Contractor (Section 6.7 of the RFP) 7
Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.19.a) Cles vy s ] ;? ey ol ade o Godran iy ¢,
. < f R - Y .
1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the 2l / &c (2 4 It T fuiet 7 ,
required time frames for claims processing? d T e Clen i AL et e ,/,, 5
' P “p i~ ’
2. Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFF? Jrd | Chonasjhd it mw)) of cterns 7
/i' h B N
3. Does the process the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with the ’ &w‘“') Fant s cons ) ey 3 T2l efl Bdur e Lowey
required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be effective? - ; ) . . =
e R -l G by po ,,.L e £ L0,
7A.2.19.b) j b
(5. ‘ Cronfnirey [ / ; ) ,Z -
1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing contracts in which the claims ot Crafri ”S pl> Ftmad panil o, A(é}” A Lo / g
y | " . ) . . e Y '
E{gime‘ntlproc?ess supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day ERE //vc/ A /?% (loimy  — igom & ypo ‘/ /J_ o /5
perations? i .
/}ﬂ‘{/t-o!.b R »—'/z'/tj-‘ b povnes LT, 6.‘/“/"”)1;% A
2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to Ty o Gl A, 4
successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day of )
comparable contracts?
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Bidder Name:

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.2.20 Fraud and Abuse {Section 6.8 of the RFP)
Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.20. T - , ” . Iz
) @ p QWvaa’ F‘:ﬁ*’/////z/'@"’“‘,lh’bﬂ § %V\ C/I/?’J/,AVN/Q
1. Did the bidder deseribe how it will comply with the Departments’ Fraud and Abuse / { e
requirements? & ﬂ, —_— ’
Pl it Jem by /""“'%“J L) A pas,,
2. Did the bidder provide examples of how its internal controls successfully work to i . 4l )? i
prevent Fraud and Abuse? W W)
3. Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section %}iﬁ_‘i _f}{‘)vﬁ / Li) /Lq A«j Pl - 2t (Mq{, -
6.87 o - s i .
o by Apey ; ks f«j‘*v\}ru/ Q ry 5o ) 7} .
4. Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective? /2{; )Q_!. },'M / Gush) At
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Bidder Name: Cur%-lm

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience --- 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the REP, should not exceed 15 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience (Section 6.8 of the RFF)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.3.a}
1. Did the bidder provide the following information on all current publicly funded
managed behavioral health care contracts?
v
i, contractsize: average monthly covered iives and annual revenues;
#i. contract start date and duration;
iii. genera! description of covered population and services (e.g.. Medicaid
AFDC + S8I, state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.);
iv. the company or agency name and address, and N/

v. acontact person and telephone number?

2. Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are
comparable in size and scope to the lowa Plan?

3. Did the bidder include letters of support or endorsement from any individual,
organization, agency, interest group or other entity despite the prohibition in the REP
from doing so?

MU
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Bidder Name: 4 Hfffar.s.%th

7A.3.1 Organizational Information

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Pasrtially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.1.a)
1. Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFP)?

e lists and organizational charis showing any and all owners, voting and non-
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management
staff, including CEQ, COO, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM DHrector
and MIS Director or equivalent functional persormef?

o the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned execulive management staff?

o if the bidder is a wholly or partly owned subsidiary or parmership, a description
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s) and any other related
organizations?

« anorganizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to
which it is a subsidiary or partner?

¢ if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizationai
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries?

+  an organizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in refation to the bidder?

2. Areany key positions vacant?
3. Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified?

4. Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of
interest if the bidder were awarded the contract?

5. If the bidder is a subsidiary or partnership, are the parent corporations or partners
engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provide fong
term support to, the biddez?

6. If the organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?
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Bidder Name: Cﬁ,‘/yj\ ,-l Uy

7A.3.2 Disclosure of Financial or Related Party Interest

Sub-Section Score (circle onej:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.2.a)

1.

Does the bidder disclose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder(s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest?

7A.3.2.5)

1.

Does the bidder (and if the bid involves a partmership or another type of joint
venture, any of the bidders) share a financial or related party interest in any provider
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it propeses to
prevent any preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

If the response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent
preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

Is it likely that the bidder’s mechanism will prevent the following situations which

might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain (from RFF Section BC.3):

e achange of the distribution of referrals or reimbursement among providers
within a level of care?

»  referral by the Contractor to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

s preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with
whom the Contractor shares an organizational relationship?

+  different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network
management strategies for those providers with whom the Contractor shares an
organizational relationship?

«  distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

¢ substantiated complaints by enrcllees of limitations on their access to
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?

MU
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Bidder Name: Uv? : »l\ ¢

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A3.3.2)

1.  As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disclose all relevant information in
response to the following RFF questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable infermation (as required by the RFP)?

During the last five years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a confract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-atlocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all cbligations under the initial
contract provisions? If so, provide fuli details related to the termination.
During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or failure to perform on a contract? If so, provide full
details related to the defaull including the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.

During the last five years, describe any damages, penaltes, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value traded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates fo services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFP and the
resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder,

During the last five years, list and summarize pending or threatened
litigation, administrative or regulatory proceedings, or similar matters that
could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this RFP.

During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered in any of
the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? If so, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances,

The bidder shall aiso state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
partners, staff providing services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of any subconiractor who may be involved with
providing the services contemplated in this REP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.
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Bidder Name: Cx = L

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.a) (continued)

2. If the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted on a
contract or had a contract terminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it raisé
concerns regarding the bidder's qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was taken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the bidder’s
qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

4. If the bidder's current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for ali components of the
merged entities (as required}?

%
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Bidder Name: C/}’" L

7A.4 Project Organizatio;i and Staffing - 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

7A41 CrganizdtioﬁaI_Chart .

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
1. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates: NN
&) the bidder’s corporate structure? /
b)  the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the lowa Plan would have y
with other parts of the bidder’s corporate stricture? f 7

2. Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the lowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to
be effective? Does it appear that the lowa Plan-assigned staff will receive sufficient
corporate attention and support?

>
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Bidder Name: Q—?M N

7A.4.2 Chart or Other Presentation

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) every position which would be working on the lowa Plan?

b) the name and gualifications of the proposed lowa-based individual who
would have management responsibility for Iowa Plan operations?

¢) the reporting relationships between those positions?

d) the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?

e) the office locations of each individual?

2. Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the lowa Plan appear to be
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

B

Are adequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

4. s the staffing distributed appropriately given the allowable distribution of
administralive costs to each funding stream (i.e., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5%
or less)?

Ut

Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropriately
qualified and reporting at an appropriately senior level of the organization?

s
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Bidder Name: (Q 1,? )

7A.4.3 Chart or Other Presentation

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
foliowing?

a) the subconiractors (excluding network providers) who would be working
on the lowa Plan?

b)Y  the responsibilities of those subcontractors?
¢) speciai skills of those subcontractors?

d) the location of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide
their subcontracted services?

2. If there is more than one subcontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder’s successful operation of the
program?

3. Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted?

>
>
.
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Bidder Name: _ Q“}L v ,l ¢J

7A.4.4 Financial Information

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Did the Bidder provide the fellowing information:
« audited financial statements from independent auditors for the last three
years. If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it provide a
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were accepiable to the Departments?
s aminimum of three written financial references including contract
information?

2. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable partner to the state?

3. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder’s qualifications to serve as the lowa Plan contractor?

4. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its
P Y
financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
pprop q
practices and financial status alene, to serve as the Jowa Plan contractor?
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Bidder Nafne:

7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the

RFP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

Sub-Section Score (circle one}:

1. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the Medicaid capitation payment
allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified
maximum of 13.5%7

e,

335%

2. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated to the
[P Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified maximum of 3.5%?

MY

A

3. Does the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on:
*  services that would benefit eligible persons?
»  services that the bidder has identified in response to 7A.2.6.b), 7A.2.13.b), or
other questions within Section 7 of the RFP? (this question is to assess internal
consistency within the bidder’s response)
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Bidder Nafne: (;Lﬂm%’v

7A.6 Required Certifications

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder include all the required certifications? (Y/ N}
»  RFP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee
+  Release of Information
+  Mandatory Requirements and Reasons for Disqualification

/D
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Bidder Name: ©  Cepatico

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelinés (Section 5A.3 of the REP) Strengths and Weaknesses of the Response Submission
7A.2.8.3)
- Weakness: RFP references how Cenpatico will use ASAM but doesn’t say how
2. If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the  providers will use ASAM.
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate? Weakness: REP is integrated but almost to a fault. Hard to tell where one ends and
‘ other begins.

Strength: References Recovery Oriented System of Care often.

'* Noted retrospective reviews done on outpatient services but not on inpatient or
H . .

| residential.

i
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Cenpatico
Towa Plan Reprocurement Evaluation
7A.2.18.2)

Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the
first capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as
follows:

mamo?omow Protection Account
Surplus Fund
Working Capital

Yes, they stated that cash would be deposited in Towa-based financial institutions
after a competitive bidding process.

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capital required?

Yes, the initial capital resource will be from unrestricted cash reserves from
Cenpatico and /or their parent organization.

Do the bidder’s proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the
RFP and appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

Yes, the parent Centene has cash and cash equivalents totaling’$371 M.

Does the bidder’s source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?

Yes, they have had a cash balance of over $250M at year end of all three years
reviewed. e

7A.2.18.b)
Did the bidder demonstrate that its owmmimm@cw is financially sound?

Yes, Cenpatico has shown that they are financially stable. Their parent company,
Centene Corporation has also shown that they are ially stable with a sizable
amount of unrestricted cash and Centene will ficonditionally guarantee the
performance of Cenpatico on each and every obligafion, warranty, covenant, and
condition of the contract.

Do the bidder’s financial statements and those of any corporate parent support it’s
claims? ,

Yes, as of December 31, 2008 Centene Corp. had $1.45 billion in assets, $950
million in liabilities, and $501 million in stockholder’s equity. For the year ended
December 31, 2008 Centene generated $3.4 billion in revenue, incurred $3.2
billion in total operating expenses, and had working capital in excess of $25.4
million. They also had $666 million in current assets, which inchuded $379.1



million in cash and cash equivalents. Their current ratios were 1.2, .9 and 1.0 for
2006, 2007, and 2008 respectively. —

If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address
and resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be
successful?

N/A

Did the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited
financial statements of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two
years of the financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

No, they provided only the audited financial statements for the parent company
Centene Corporation for 2006, 2007, and 2008. They stated they do not maintain
independently audited financial statements for Cenpatico.

Did the bidder provide it’s most recent three years of independently certified
audited financial statements of it’s organization as well as the most recent two years
of financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

No, they provided only the audited financial statements for the parent company
Centene Corporation for 2006, 2007, and 2008. They stated they do not maintain
independently audited financial statements for Cenpatico. :

Do the audited statements reveal an financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern
regarding financial stability, legal liability, or corporate interests?

No, at this time there are no judgments, pending or expected litigation, or other
real or potential financial reversals, which might materially affect the viability or
stability of this organization.

7A.2.18.¢)

Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had
on the bidder’s financial stability, how the bidder has responded, and any
implications for the bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFP?

Yes, despite the declines in the stock market, Cenpatico’s and Centene’s financial
stability has remained strong and will not have any negative impact in their ability
to meet the requirements of this RFP.

Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in
jeopardy the bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the
maintenance of necessary liquidity? .

Yes, at June 30, 2008;-Cetictene had a diversified porifolio of cash and
investments totalisig $709.9 million Yhat currently puts the company well in excess
of capital adequacy levels underprtinent state insurance regulations.
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